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SUBJECT: Results of Investigation into Allegations of 

Misconduct against FBI Director William S. 
Sessions 



* 

This memorandum sets forth our conclusions and recommendations 
based upon an investigation undertaken jointly with the FBI's 
Office of Professional Responsibility (FBI/OPR) , into allegations 
of misconduct made against Director Sessions. A/ 



I' These allegations came to our attention through two 
letters. The first received was a June 25, 1992 anonymous letter 
which contained various allegations that the Director misused his 
position and abused his authority; the second, although dated June 
24, 1992, was received later. That letter was from an author writ- 
ing a book about the FBI and it also made various allegations of 
misconduct involving the Director. The letters are found at Tab B- 

( continued. . . ) 
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XV. THE PROCUREMENT OF SECURITY UPGRADES TO THE DIRECTOR'S 



RESIDENCE 



This issue was based upon an allegation in the June 25, 1992 

r 

anonymous letter that the Director instructed FBI officials to 
award a contract to Mr. Donald Munford, husband of Sarah Munford, 
the Director's Special Assistant, to install a security system at 
the Sessions' residence. It was also alleged that Mrs. Sessions 
demanded that the Government pay for a fence around her property to 
keep out the "neighbor's dogs'^and that other features that were 
"clearly not necessary" for security purposes were included.— 



The investigation found that the issue of the security en- 
hancements to the Sessions' residence began when ^Bl^laSf^had 
concerns regarding the security system in the house. ^ 
told the Director that he wanted a security survey conducted of the 
Director's residence. According Director Sessions 

instructed him to coordinate the survey with Mrs. Sessions. 

reported the following discussion with Mrs. Sessions: 



1(c) 

l 



She did not want anybody from the FBI to upgrade the security 
because of the shoddy job they had done on the Sessions* resi- 
dence in San Antonio and later at their apartment in Arling- 
ton. I suggested that a local security firm be contacted to 
prepare a security survey. Mrs. Sessions suggested that I 
call Don Munford, husband of Ms. Sarah Munford. Mrs. Sessions 
stated that Mr. Munford had been in the security business for 



*0/ 



The anonymous letter is found at Tab B-l. 
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years in San Antonio, Texas, that he knew the Sessions' life- 
style and habits and would do a good job. 11 ' 



Thereafter, 



contacted 

^ ■ 

, Administrative Services Division, to determine 



what would be needed to contract with Mr. Munford to perform the 
survey. ^|^^^padvised that such a small purchase, believed to 
be less than $1000, could be authorized without competition. 21 ' 



~U c) 



Based upon his discussion with on or 
about September 10, 1989, accompanied Mr. Munford to the Sessions' 
residence where, together, they conducted a physical survey of the 
property. During the survey, they had a discussion with some 
Metropolitan Police Officers who were investigating a break-in to 
a neighbor's garage. The police officers, upon learning of the 
physical security survey, suggested that either a chain-link or 
iron picket fence be installed so that police pat rols could _seg- 
through the fence. The police officers noted that a privacy fence 
would make it impossible for police officers to see behind the 
fence and w ould offer a place of concealment for a w ould-be 
assailant or intruder. 21 ' 



r il' 
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reported that, when Mrs. Sessions was made aware of 
the suggestion of a wrought iron security fence during the survey, 
she objected, stating that an iron fence would make her residence 



loo k like a Tortres s^' Mr. Munford also suuLlJ that Mr=. 
Sessions "was concerned that the fence wou ld devalue her prop erty^ 
— she "didn't like the idea of the iron fe nce."** When asked 
" [w]hat was her preference?^ 1 Mr. Munford replied:^"! believe it 
was a privacy fence, wood construction of some sort."**' In a 
similar vein. ^pUgHjl^ r eported that Mrs. Sessions wanted a fenc e 
to keep her dog in, and other dogs out, of her yard.- 



ui 



Tab A- 8 5 at 21. 



Si' 



Tab A-99 , p. 15. 



r ence for the wooden 
of the 
ted the 
contract with the 
w ith Mr . 
arovided 
3curement , 




Si' ibid. Indeed, Mrs. Sessions | pr 
privacy fence had been known for some time. 

Long Fence Company (the company which ultim 
fence at the Sessions’ residence pursuant to a 
FBI) was interviewed in connection with his 
Munford and Mrs. Sessions regarding the fence. 

copies of his official file on the March 1991, ^maintained 

as well as the contents of an informal file which he Jp c~ n i- em ber 
rsaard ino his conta cts with Mr. Munford beginning in Septemb 
1 98 9 iHHH^^H^Kiles contained a September 19, i989 leruer wo 

Mr. Muj^^^W^^ing a proposal to install a the 

picket fence with iron gates and an automatic gate Irtfere- 

Sessions’ residence. (Tab A-19, p. 1? Tab B-16.) 
ported that sometime after his initial contact wlt J 
became aware of the fact that Mrs. Sessions wanted a board on 
board or Wyngate-style fence with a lattice top. Mrs. jj 

observed a fence somewhere in her neighborhood which she: felt wa 
compatible with her need for privacy and aesthetic appearance. I 
was based on this observation that Mrs. Sessions selected the 
Wyngate-style with lattice top." (Tab A-19, pp. 2-3.) 

• ' 12' Tab A-85 , p. 21. Such a fence would be called a "Privacy 
fence" because, by restricting visibility behind the fence l P 
vISSS .measure of privacy. However, such a fence does not provide 
enhanced security because a potential ^ intruder _ car i us 
for a hiding place. See, infra , n. 149, and text followi g- 
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Nevertheless, Mr. Munford completed his security analysis in 
November 1989 and recommended a security fence . & Mr. Munford' s 
plan included the following analysis of the fence situation: 



A major contribution to home security is appropriate 
boundary fencing. Some people think privacy fencing is the 
most secure. In fact, it is the least secure. It allows 
intruders to congregate, hide and/or wait for opportune 
moments to initiate an attack or carry out their devious 
activities. An assassin with a high-powered rifle can easily 
camouflage himself behind a privacy fence, pick off his 
targeted victim with accuracy, and make a clean get-away 
undetected. 

The best type of fencing recommended for security 
purposes is a six-foot-high iron picket fence around the 
property perimeter. Picket elements should be comprised of at 
least one-half inch iron with spear points on each, spaced at 
four-inch intervals. The yard and driveway should have 
remotely controlled gates. The driveway gate would allow 
passenger pick-up and delivery within the controlled area. 
This will also protect privately-owned vehicles from exposure 
to bomb plants. 

This type of picket fence makes it very difficult for 
intruders to gain access to the property; it also makes it 
easy to spot anyone trying. It would most certainly stop the 
happenstance intruder and would effectively delay any others, 
thereby increasing the chances for detection and interception 
by security personnel. 52 ' j 



In November 1989 , ^^^^^^j^received Mr. Munford’s "Personal 
Security Plan, designed for the Sessions’ Residence" which 



& A security fence must have three characteristics: (1) it 
must restrict access to the area being secured. (2) There must be 
unobstructed visibility through both sides of the fence. (3) The 
fence should enclose all sides of the building being protected. . 
See, e.g.. Tab A-88, pp. 4-5. 

Tab B-15 , pp. 3-4. 
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reflected a total cost of $97 , 046 . 47 A meeting was held on 
November 17, 1989, attended by Director Sessions, Deputy Director 
(DD) Floyd Clarke, Mr . Munford, and tggglSg 

regarding Mr. Munford' s proposal. Mr. Munford, made a presentation 
to the group, including his recommendation of an iron fence. 
Director Sessions took the position that if the plan did not suit 



his wife, he would not want any of it.- 



22> Tab A-85, p. 22; Tab B-15, p. 14. The plan included a 
Security Fence, an Exterior Trespass Seismic Alert System, an 
Exterior Trespass Video Verification System, an Internal Security 
and Fire Alarm System, an In-House Video Intercom System, and a 
Radio Telemetry System. See, Tab B-15 at 3-13. 

2V Tab A-100, pp. 28-29. While the FBI was internally re- 
viewing and analyzing Mr. Munford's proposal, he continued discus- 
sing the fence question with Mrs. Sessions. During this time, Mr. 
Munford was still recommending the iron security fence, but Mrs. 
Sessions was insisting on a privacy fence. When Mr. Munford was 
asked if he believed that the other security recommendations were 
being held in abeyance until the fence issue was resolved, Mr. 
Munford said; "Yes.” (Id. at 26.) Mrs. Sessions ultimately peer. 
Munford to recommend the wooden privacy fence. 

Jtf Long Fence Company (See, n. 86, supra.) provid« 

-of— a^ letter dated December 8, 1989, he sent to Mr. Munford in 
which he offered a new proposal replacing the iron P ic ^ e1 r *®"°® 
with a six-foot-high Wyngate wood fence with a one-foot lattice 
topping. The proposal called for the posts to be 

(Tab B-17) . When Mr. Munford was asked why he solicited the new 
proposal from Long Fence Company, essentially changing his recom- 
mendation included in his November 1989, proposal, *•■***?** 

I recall it, this was at the request of th^B^^amd I don t know 
which person. I was talking to several, ^RQQBBpeing th ® 
person I was talking to. And, as I undef5ES!WT±fcwas also at tne 
request of Mrs. Sessions" (Tab A-100, p. 18). We found no evi- 
dence to support Mr. Munford's assertion that anyone at the FBi 
requested that he change his original proposal regarding the secur- 
ity fence. 
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During this same time,^^^^^g|^submitted the security pro 
posal to LCD for review. On January 8, 1990, LCD rendered a legal 
opinion which reached the following conclusions: (1) the FBI may 

expend funds to install security enhancements at the Director's 
residence provided none of the improvements are "permanent" in 
nature; (2) although the FBI has the ability to provide these en- 
hancements in-house [by using FBI personnel and materials], this 
would not preclude using a private contractor; (3) the enhancements 
proposed by Mr. Munford would require the utilization of competi- 
tive procurement procedures; (4) that based on the limited facts 
available to LCD, there did not appear to be a legitimate basis for 
awarding a sole source contract for the enhancements; (5) if struc- 
tured properly, the installation of the security enhancements would 
not create a taxable event for, nor would they be subject to reim- 
bursement by, the Director; (6) that contracting with the spouse of 
an employee by conducting the procurement outside the normal pro- 

curement procedures would create the appearance of impropriety. 

I 



Questions persisted over the proper type of fence to install 
at the Director's residence. Accordingly, on February 9, 1990, T(<\ 

Jof the Technical Services Division (TSD) conducted a 

lecause of his 



survey at the Sessions' residence.— r 
experience and training, is an expert in physical security 



W 



22 ' 



Tab B-18 . 

Tab A- 8 5 , p. 26. 
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measures. SSA McDevitt stated that he reviewed the recommendations 
made by Mr. Munford and conducted a physical survey of the 
Sessions' residence. As a result of that review, he documented his 
recommendations in a memorandum dated February 20, 1990, from 
j^ gS^ to Mr. Bayse, Assistant Director, TSD, entitled, "Proposal 
To Install Security System At The Director's Residence."— With 
regard to the fence proposal, the memo stated: 








my years of experience 
it is my opinion that 

tKe"viev^o^ 2 i person is a detriment to securi 






tics: ~(1) .it must restrict access to the area being secured, „ 
(2) There must be unobstructed visibility through both sides 
of the fence. (3) The fence should enclose all sides of the 
building being protected. 



In preparing a security plan for residential [property], 
the aesthetic appearance of the fence has to be considered 
because of its impact upon the community. Nevertheless, an 
unobstructed view from both sides of the fence should be easy 
and unrestrained and should not require manipulation of posi- 
tion or an approach to the fence to require aJview." 



Subsequently, DAD Kier Boyd, TSD, prepared an addendum to 

^ebruary 20, 1990 memorandum which he sent on March "^0 
22, 1990. The addendum stated: 



We continue to endorse recommendations made in our 
2/20/90 memorandum insofar as they pertain to the residential 



94 / 

25 / 



Tab B-19. 

Tab A-88, pp. 4-5. 
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structure itself. With respect to the property's perimeter 
and grounds security, a re-evaluation has been made since 
later information indicates that a properly constructed fence 
can be legally accommodated. 

The proposed six-foot, metal, spiked fence around the 
property's perimeter is appropriate for both classes of ^poten- 
tial subjects. To the individual looking for a target of 
opportunity, the fence poses a significant deterrent in both 
gaining access to and escaping from the premises . The con 
struction affords this individual no protection from external 
view (by neighbors, passers-by, or law enforcement patrols) , 
and thus facilitates recognition and neutralization of the 
danger. - 



At about the same time, Ms. Munford questioned 



7(c} 



several times regarding the status of her husband's security pro- 
posal. Jggg^reported that on February 14, 1990, "Ms. Munford He) 

again asked me about the status of the security system. I advised 

her that the LCD still had the proposal. Ms. Munford was irate and 
said the Director had already approved the purchase of the system 
as proposed by Mr. Munford. I suggested that the Director talk to 
Mr. Clarke. Ms. Munford said he would, and she instructed me to 
write a memorandum from the Director to Mr . Clarke inquiring as to 
the status of the security system proposal." 2 ' 



On the same day, prepared the note which was Hi) 

initialed by the Director. The note stated: 



I am concerned about the delays 'involved in getting the 
alarm system upgraded. Naturally, I want to ensure that what 



SS' Tab B-2 0 . 

2 ' Tab A-85, p. 26, 






22 ' 



is done at ray residence is in complete 
applicable laws and regulations, but 
review has taken far too long. 



compliance with all 
I believe that this 



I would appreciate your resolving this as quickly as 
possible.— 



DD Clarke acknowledged receiving the Director's February 14, 
1990 note and discussing with Director Sessions his concerns about. 
delays. 2 ' AD Kennedy recalled having received the February 14, 
1990 note and was puzzled over the concern about delays in the 
pro jeer since he believed that the delays had been caused by the 
Director and his wife. AD Kennedy stated that: "His wife abso- 

lutely refused to allow FBI employees to install the security alarm 
system in the Director's residence. "US' 



reported that on about March 13, 1990, "Mr. Munford 
called and told me Mrs. Sessions wanted a privacy fence and not a 
security fence. He suggested that it would be better to compromise 
on that one issue so we could move forward with the other enhance- 
ments to the Director's security system. Mr. Munford told me he 
was going to send me a facsimile to be inserted into his original 



» Tab B-21. 

22' Tab A-22 , p. 4. ; 

m Tab A-8 0, p. 11. Mr. Munford observed that Mrs. Sessions 

would not approve the alarm upgrades until the fe , nCB ^f^ i l recom _ 

tled and, as a result, he attempted to r^f^/nce /or a Wooden 
raendation bo accommodate Mrs. Sessions preferenc Director's 

privacy fence despite the detrimental impact upon the Director 

security. See, supra, n. 86. 
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t , 



proposal and which would be in support of a privacy fence. 

Mr. Munford submitted the amended pages because he believed that, 
"Rather than have no fence at all * * * I chose to recommend this 
[wooden privacy] fence here." 12 ' 



In a March 21, 1990 meeting with a number of Bureau execu- 
tives , stated that he had no intention of inserting the 
revised pages into Mr. Munford 's original proposal, and all in 
attendance were in agreement . ^ DD Clarke also attended the 
March 21, 1990 meeting and reported that there was "unanimous 
agreement that the proposal to the Director should include a 
recommendation for an iron picket security-type fence, and that a 
wooden privacy-type fence [which Mr. Munford' s revised pages 
recommended] was inappropriate as a security enhancement. 




K 



Following the March 21, 1990 meeting, ^|UH^prepared a 1(c) 
memorandum, dated March 23, 1990, from AD Kennedy to DD Clarke en- 
titled "Proposal to Install Security System at the Director's Resi- 
dence," which recommended that the security plan, including the 
iron picket fence, be approved and that procurement action be init- 
io Tab A— 85 , p. 28; Tab B-22. 

W Tab A-100, p. 36. Mr. Munford went on to state that in 
a telephone conversation concerning the security proposal SSA John 
Hartingh (then serving as a Special Assistant to the Director) in- 
formed him that the FBI was not considering the wooden fence, duo 
oniy the wrought iron fence. Tab A-100, p. 39. 

12' Tab A-85 , p. 29. 

12' Tab A-22 , p. 6. 






l 
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iated. This memorandum was approved by both DD Clarke and AD 
Kennedy. In addition, AD Kennedy wrote on the memorandum: 
"Procurement should be accomplished by full and open competition 
* ."IS? 



In an Addendum, dated April 2, 1990, to the March 23, 1990 
memorandum, LCD amended its January 8, 1990 opinion by stating that 
it would be legally permissible to install any fence provided it 
was constructed in such a way as to allow for its removal thereby 
preserving its salvage value . ^ 



On April 9, 1990, Mrs. Sessions calle d and adv ised "7 ft} 
him that the Director had put her in charge of the security en-^ 



hancements. 



[reported that, "She was upset that she had 



not been designated in the copy count of the 3/23/90 memo. _She 



told jn e she should receive copies of future correspondence per- 
ta ining to the security system. 



informed DD Clarke 



and AD Ke nnedy of Mrs. Sessions' demand and of the fact that he had 
no intention of placing her name on the copy count.— 



I2i' Tab B— 23 . AD Kennedy reported that in regard to hi 

note, it was his intent that, "A competitive bidding procurement 

process be used and that a sole source contract award should no 

Larded s” S5“. 3*Ut 

understood kidding. 



J 06 ' 



Tab B-23. 



I® Tab A-85, p. 30. 

121' Tab A-8 5, p. 30. 
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During this same period, the Director assigned his Special 
Assistant, John McKay, the responsibility for coordinating various 
aspects of the Director's residential security . 12a ' Sometime in 
the March- April, 1990, time frame, Mr. McKay arranged a meeting to 
resolve some of the security issues being addressed by various 
FBIHQ components . ^ Deputy Director (DD) Floyd I. Clarke; 
Assistant Director Joseph Davis, Legal Counsel Division; Deputy 
Assistant Director Kier Boyd, Technical Services Division; 




these security issues and to finalize work on a package of 
recommendations to be forwarded to the Director for his 
approval. Mr. McKay advised that during the meeting, one of 
the primary areas of discussion involved the point that it was 
im portant that any security enhancements be done primarily for 
security and not aesthetics. 112 ' Also discussed was the 

recommendation for the construction of a wrought iron security 

l 

fence. Even though it was known to all in the group that 
Mrs. Sessions did not want a wrought iron fence, all present at the 
meeting were in agreement that the issue of a wrought iron fence 



1S2' Tab A-175 at 1. » * 

IIS' Id. at 2. The meeting Mr. McKay arranged was the March 
21/ 1990, meeting discussed supra. 

bl> Tab A-175 at 2. 

U2 Ibid . 



I 
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was an integral part of the security package.^' It was Mr. 
McKay's understanding in the meeting that DD Clarke would handle 
discussing the consensus recommendations of the group with the 

r 

Director. 



Mr. McKay s tated that no one attending the March 21^_ 1990 
meeting wanted to de al with Mrs. Sessions' demands that any 
security enhanceme nts be based on aesthetics rather than givi ng 
priority to improvements which maximized security. 1 ^' Mr. McKay's 
v iew was that ~a legitimate security concern existed for the 
Director's safety, and, since the FBI was providing other security 
for the Director, such as an armor-plated limousine, it did not 
make sense to neglect physical security at his residence.^' Mr. 
McKay noted that if anyone intended harm to the Director, they 
would not storm FBIHQ, "but [they] would choose the place where his 
security was the weakest, and that was the Director's resi- 
dence."^' Mr. McKay stated that all the attendees agreed that 
the Director should be approached with the group's security 
recommendations and that the Director should be made aware of the 
fact that Mrs. Sessions' fence desires were incompatible with what 
the group considered to be appropriate security.— 



113/ 


Ibid. 


Hi' 


Ibid. 


: in/ 


Id. at 


116/ 


Id. at 


112' 


Ibid. 
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Mr. McKay advised that shortly after the meeting he prepared 
a note to the Director dated April 6, 1990.^' The note recounted 
that Mr. McKay had coordinated a meeting with all of the components 
of the Bureau with an interest in the security proposal and that 
all were now in agreement on a recommended course of act ion. ^ 
As a result, Mr. McKay suggested that the Director be briefed on 
the matter and, following his approval, that Mrs. Sessions receive 
a subsequent briefing.* 29 ' Mr. McKay's note specifically stated 
that it was "very important that your decision be based on the best 
advice available from your managers. The essential consideration 
should be the security of the FBI Director, and not aesthe- 
tics. ' ,121 ' The note went on to recommend that the Director approve 
the package and then Mr. McKay would arrange a briefing of the 
Director and, subsequently, Mrs. Sessions. 122 ' 



Ill' Ibid. A copy of the note is found at Tab B-113 and is 
also an attachment to Tab A- 175. * 

112' Tab B-113 at 1; Tab A-175 at attachment, p.l. 



U& Ibid. 



121' Tab B-113 at 1-2? Tab A-175 at attachment pp. 2-3. In a 
footnote to his note, Mr. McKay recognized that "Mrs. Sessions did 
not approve of the wrought iron fence — but this is an integral 
part of the security assessment." (Tab B-113 at 2; Tab A-175 at 
attachment p. 3.) Mr. McKay suggested that the Director deal with 
Mrs. Sessions' opposition after he had, approved the security 
package. (Ibid.) In his interview, the Director said he did not 
agree with Mr. McKay that the security improvements should be based 

on security considerations and not aesthetics. In fact., — 

Dir ector ch aracteri zed Mr. McKay's note as "a l it tle p resu mp tuo us — 
* * ★ and a good bit arrogant * * * ." (Tab A-194 at 211.) * 



XU 



Tab B-113 at 2; Tab A-175 at attachment p. 3. 
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Shortly after he received the April 6, 1990 note, the Director 
removed Mr. McKay from any involvement in the home security effort. 
Mr. McKay believed that his support of the construction of an iron 

y. 

fence, which was opposed by Mrs. Sessions, was one of the factors 
that led to his being removed from the project. 122 ' Mr. McKay be- 
lieved that "giving in" to the desires of Mrs. Sessions was inap- 
propriate because installing a privacy fence at the Director's 
residence actually worsened the Director's security. 121 ' 

Mr. McKay recalled that DD Clarke prepared a routing slip, 
dated April 4, 1990, to transmit to the Director a memorandum from 
Assistant Director Weldon Kennedy to DD Clarke entitled "Proposal 
to Install Security System at the Director's Residence," dated 
March 23, 1990 . ^ Mr. McKay was listed on the distribution list 
of that memorandum. 121 ' In that routing slip, DD Clarke "advised 
the Director we had completed our review of the needed and 
appropriate security enhancements for his residence ^and that I was 
prepared to furnish that proposal to him and give him any necessary 

. ** f 



12' Tab A-175 at 3 . In his interview, the Director stated 
his belief that Mr. McKay was not relieved of responsibility for 
the security enhancements. Rather, the Director believed that it 
was inappropriate for Mr. McKay, a White House Fellow, to be 
working on such a project. Accordingly, he asked another of his 
Special Assistants, John Hartingh, to resurte responsibility for the 
security enhancements (Tab A-194 at 230) . 

J bid. 

i2 ; Tab A-176 at 1; Tab A-151 at 1. 



126 / 



Tab A-176 at 1. 
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briefing. DD Clarke reported that the Director "suggested / 
that I give such a briefing to Alice Sessions [,] [but] I responded ( 
that I was of the belief that it would not be appropriate for me to / 

brief Alice. I suggested that I provide a briefing to the Director V 

and, if he desired, Alice could be present. " m ' * / 

As a result, a meeting was held on April 13, 1990, attended by 
the Director, Mrs. Sessions, AD Kennedy, AD Davis, and DD Clarke. 
According to DD Clarke: 



During the meeting * * * I presented the recommended 
enhancements to the Director's residential security “Y® e “* 

I made a series of recommendations to upgrade the security a 
the Director's residence, which included the installation o 
an iron fence. Director Sessions was present during my 
presentation. There was much discussion 
pr esentation, a n d at s o me, point , the Director l eftt he neeti 9 
and"! <-h»-rp^rt Ir- made occas ional v isits while d iscussxons— 

E5n£Tm^d~lfTth Alice Sessions. Mrs. Sessions voiced ner~ 

objections to the iron fence and made known her preference for 
a wooden privacy-type fence. I explained that a Privacy -elves 
would allow an individual or individuals to conceal themsel 
behind the fence and, therefore, could create a security 
threat to the Director. X explained that our recommendations 
were based solely on security issues and concerns / however , ii 
it were the personal preference of the Director f or a woode 
privacy-type fence, he should feel free to have such a fence 
installed. However, I did believe that, inasmuch as such a 
fence would not enhance the security of the residence, it 
would he inappropriate for the Government to pay for its j 
construction . 

At some point during our discussion, Alice Sessions 
stated that SSA McCall had inappropriately omitted Donald 
Munford's aforementioned revisions to his security prop • 
Durina this discussion, I did not alter my position regarding 



* 



12V 


Tab 


A-151 


at 


attachment . 


121/ 


Tab 


A— 22 , 


P- 


8. 
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the security fence matter. The Director was made fully aware 
of the elements of this discussion. 122 ' 



AD Kennedy recalled the April 13, 1990 meeting as follows: 



At the beginning of the meeting, Director Sessions stated 
to all present that [his] residence was Mrs. Sessions’ home, 
and that any security upgrades installed should generally meet^ 
with her approval. 

Alice Sessions immediately advanced her belief that 
wooden privacy fence should be constructed at the Director s j\ 
residence because an iron picket fence would allow passers-by. I\\ 
to view the Director when he was in the back yard barbecuin^-+-^ j 
on the grill or playing with the dog. She stated that f>>/ 
privacy fence would allow him to go into his back yard without ( 
being observed. She stated that an iron picket fence would 
allow hostile individuals to drive by the residence, observe 
the Director's movements in the backyard, and shoot him. DD 
Clarke advanced the FBI's position that if a security fence 
was to be constructed, it would have to be an iron picket 
fence. During this discussion , Director Sessions walked back 
and forth between his private office and the Director s 
Conference J?oom. He did not hear the entire conversation; 
however , he did hear DD Clarke's insistence that, if the FBI 
paid for a security fence at the Director's residence, it 
would have to be an iron picket fence. During the course of 
this approximately two- to three-hour meeting, the Director, 
on a number of occasions, asked Mrs. Sessions if the issue 
regarding the fence had been resolved and she answered in the 
negative. He eventually terminated the meeting- 



Director Sessions stated in his interview that it was his best 
recollection that when he left the April 13, 1990 meeting he did 
not return. 121 ' Moreover, although the Director did not recall the 

122' Tab A-22 , p. 9, emphasis added. * 

: Tab A-8 0 , pp. 9-10, emphasis added. 

lii' Tab A-194 at 214. "What happened was I was called out of 
the meeting, and I don’t recall — now that I know the date, I will 

(continued...) 



